Abstract
INTRODUCTION
Conventional histology is the gold standard procedure in evaluating lesions in the gastrointestinal tract. However, endoscopic and histological findings are sometimes poorly correlated, thus hindering accurate diagnosis and subsequent clinical management [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] . The probability of sampling error has been found to be 20%-30% and is affected by several factors, such as inadequate macroscopic interpretation and minimal biopsy acquisition [6] . Confocal laser endomicroscopy (CLE) is a technique that is used in vivo during endoscopy to evaluate the mucosal epithelium of the gastrointestinal tract, the bile duct and pancreatic cysts [5, 7] . Furthermore, it provides dynamic information including blood flow and contrast up-take [8] .
Multiple studies have shown that CLE has a diagnostic accuracy above 90% when standardized parameters are used to evaluate specific lesion features [9] [10] [11] [12] [13] [14] [15] [16] [17] . However, there is minimal information in the literature regarding the influence of CLE on the evaluation and management of patients with GI lesions of uncertain diagnosis. The aim of this study was to evaluate the clinical impact of CLE in this group of patients.
MATERIALS AND METHODS

Study design
This study was an observational, analytical, retrospective, cross-sectional single-center study. Prospective data from November 2013 to September 2015 were collected at the Ecuadorian Institute of Digestive Diseases (IECED) Omni Hospital Academic Tertiary Care Center, Guayaquil, Ecuador. The study protocol was approved by the Institutional Ethical and Review Board and conducted according to the guidelines in the declaration of Helsinki.
Demographic data, indications, previous diagnostic findings, CLE findings, clinical management and histological results are described. Records from previous endoscopies [i.e., upper endoscopy (UE), colonoscopy with high definition magnification and digital chromoendoscopy, endoscopic retrograde cholangiopancreatography (ERCP) with brushing sample and endoscopic ultrasound (EUS)], computed tomography (CT), magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) cholangiopancreatography and tests for tumor markers were analyzed. After the GI mucosa was inspected, the areas with suspected pathology were further examined. The probe was carefully advanced to the mucosa, and in vivo microscopy images were scanned at 1000 × magnification by using CLE. These video images were transmitted in a real-time onto a screen situated next to the endoscopy monitor. For tissue contrast, 5 mL of 10% fluorescein was injected in all patients.
Population selection
All lesions were analyzed in real-time after an endoscopic assessment. Micrographs and videos obtained during CLE were stored for further examination. The images were interpreted according to methods previously published in esophageal [18, 19] , gastric [14, 20, 21] and colonic [22] [23] [24] lesions. The Miami [25, 26] , Paris [13] , and CONTACT [11] study criteria for using CLE were used in bilio-pancreatic tract and cystic pancreatic lesions.
Definitions
An uncertain diagnosis in a case of gastrointestinal lesions was defined as a lack of correlation between a histological report and findings on initial endoscopy (e.g., UE, colonoscopy, ERCP, EUS). Neoplastic (N) lesions included dysplasia, adenomas and carcinomas that were located at any level of the GI tract, pancreas or biliary duct. Any other lesion was defined as a nonneoplastic (NN) lesion (Figures 1 and 2 ). We defined a "change in management" resulting from CLE in cases of uncertain diagnosis when the results of CLE changed the management strategy that was initially based on the original biopsy or when no further diagnostic methods were used.
Statistical analysis
Baseline characteristics, including demographic data, indications, CLE findings, histological results and changes in management, were described as percentages and ranges or means and standard deviations, as appropriate. The overall diagnostic accuracy of CLE in an N-lesion was determined by comparing the CLE findings to the final post-CLE histopathological report (e.g., biopsy or surgical specimen). The following measurements were used for this purpose: Sensitivity, specificity, positive predictive value (PPV), negative predictive value (NPV), simple percentage agreement (observed agreement) and inter-rater agreement (Cohen's Kappa). Cohen's Kappa was interpreted by using Landis and Koch-Kappa's Benchmark Scale. Changes in management and redirected biopsy samples were described as percentages. The characteristics of N-lesions and NN-lesions groups were compared using Student's t-test for continuing variables and χ 2 and Fisher's test for categorical variables. A P value < 0.05 was considered to be statistically significant. The statistical methodology used in this study was reviewed by the IECED institutional Biostatistician. Statistical calculations were performed in SPSS software suite v.22.
RESULTS
A total of 144 patients were included. The mean age of the patients was 51.33 years old (range 18-86), and 51.4% (74/144) were female. There were 41/ 144 N-lesions, including 13 bile duct, 10 gastric, 8 esophageal, 6 colonic, 1 duodenal, 1 rectal, 1 ampulloma and 1 pancreatic lesion ( Table 1 ). The findings included Barrett's esophagus with or without dysplasia, adenocarcinomas and mucosal inflammation in different segments of the digestive tract, gastric metaplasia and dysplasia, carcinoid tumors, ampulloma, mucinous and serous pancreatic cysts, pseudocysts, adenoma and adenocarcinoma of the biliary tract and inflammation related to parasites.
The sensitivity, specificity, PPV and NPV for detecting N-lesions between CLE and target biopsies or surgical specimens were 85.37%, 87.38%, 72.92% and 93.75%, respectively. The observed agreement was 86.81%, and Cohen's Kappa value was 69.20%, thus indicating good agreement (Table 2) . Changes in management were noted in 78/144 (54.2) cases (Table  3) . These changes resulted from the improved ability of CLE to acquire targeted biopsies, which avoided the need for further diagnostic methods. 
DISCUSSION
CLE is an imaging method that has demonstrated substantial benefit for diagnosing GI tract, bile duct and pancreatic lesions. Several previous reports have supported CLE's efficacy by showing CLE and histological findings are well correlated [15] [16] [17] . Recent studies [11, 18] have demonstrated that CLE has high accuracy in differentiating benign from malignant lesions in bile duct and pancreas pathology (mean accuracy, 81%) [21] , malignant gastric lesions (94%-96%) [20] and polyps (82%) [22] . In addition, the American Society for Gastrointestinal Endoscopy has reported that CLE has at least 90% sensitivity and 98% NPV when it is used to detect Barrett's esophagus-associated dysplasia [18] . The Miami classification criteria for bile duct lesions have been demonstrated to have a higher accuracy when they are used to diagnose malignant strictures rather than biopsy samples (81% vs 75%, respectively) [12] . However, these criteria have some limitations when they are used to differentiate inflammatory from malignant strictures, thus leading to false positives. On the basis of this finding, Caillol et al [13] have developed the Paris Classification, which has increased sensitivity and specificity in characterizing indeterminate bile duct strictures [13, 27] . Additionally, in colonoscopy, CLE has been demonstrated to be very useful. Neumann et al [23, 24] have found that CLE, when used in inflammatory bowel disease (IBD) surveillance, is a simple technique that facilitates the accurate and early detection of related lesions. Our study focused on the clinical impact and management changes resulting from the use of CLE to evaluate GI (upper and lower) lesions, including bile duct pathology and pancreatic cysts, in a subgroup of patients with uncertain diagnoses due to non-conclusive previous tests.
CLE was found to have a high accuracy in detecting neoplastic bilio-pancreatic lesions, which accounted for 80% of all lesions found in the bile ducts and pancreas. In 54% of such cases, the use of CLE resulted in a change in the diagnostic and therapeutic approach. However, 71% of all lesions in patients with an inconclusive diagnosis were NN benign lesions, and CLE resulted in an observed agreement, PPV and NPV of 86%, 72% and 93%, respectively. These results were similar to those reported in previous publications that have explored lesions in the upper and lower portions of the gastrointestinal tract [1, [22] [23] [24] [25] [26] [27] [28] [29] [30] . The main advantages of using CLE include its ability to differentiate in vivo lesions and guide targeted biopsies, thereby avoiding the potential complications associated with endoscopic mucosal resections (e.g., perforation or bleeding). Additionally, using CLE prevents a need for further unnecessary invasive and noninvasive diagnostic methods (e.g., repeated endo- 
Conclusion
The results of this study suggest that CLE is a valuable diagnostic tool for patients with an uncertain diagnosis (neoplastic or non-neoplastic). CLE can be used to perform real-time evaluation of the GI mucosa, thus allowing endoscopists to target biopsies and having a significant clinical impact when it is used to improve and modify diagnoses and treatment strategies.
COMMENTS
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Confocal laser endomicroscopy (CLE) is a technique that can be used in vivo during endoscopy to evaluate the mucosal epithelium of the gastrointestinal tract, the bile duct and pancreatic cysts.
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